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available for public inspection in
accordance with the Freedom of
Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) and
Commission regulations, on normal
business days between the hours of 8:30
a.m. and 5 p.m. at the Public Reference
Section, Room 130, Federal Trade
Commission, 600 Pennsylvania Avenue
NW., Washington, DC 20580. Comments
will also be posted on the Commission
website, http://www.ftc.gov.

Section D. Communications by Outside
Parties to Commissioners or Their
Advisors

Written communications and
summaries or transcripts of oral
communications respecting the merits
of this proceeding from any outside
party to any Commissioner or
Commissioner’s advisor will be placed
on the public record. See 16 CFR
1.26(b)(5).

Section E. Regulatory Flexibility Act
The provision of the Regulatory

Flexibility Act requiring an initial
regulatory flexibility analysis (5 U.S.C.
605) does not apply because it is
believed that the proposed amendment
to the Rule will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities (5 U.S.C. 605).
This notice also serves as certification to
the Small Business Administration of
that determination.

The economic impact of the proposed
amendment to the Rule is not
anticipated to be significant because it
is only extending, for a two-year period,
a sliding scale mechanism that is
already in place. The proposed
amendment does not alter the status
quo, and would postpone the potential
economic impact, if any, of the
expiration of the sliding scale
mechanism. Thus, the economic impact
of the amendment to the Rule is
expected to be comparatively minimal.

Nonetheless, to ensure that no
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities is
overlooked, the Commission hereby
requests public comment on the effect of
the proposed amendment to the Rule on
the costs, profitability, and
competitiveness of, and employment in,
small entities. After considering such
comments, if any, the Commission will
determine whether preparation of a final
regulatory flexibility analysis (pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 605) is required.

Section F. Paperwork Reduction Act
This amendment would not amend

any information collection requirements
that have previously been reviewed and
approved by the Office of Management
and Budget pursuant to the Paperwork

Reduction Act, as amended, 44 U.S.C.
3501 et seq.

Section G. Questions on the Proposed
Amendment

Members of the public are invited to
comment on any issues or concerns they
believe are relevant or appropriate to the
Commission’s consideration of the
proposed amendment to the Children’s
Online Privacy Protection Rule. The
Commission proposes to extend the
sliding scale mechanism for obtaining
verifiable parental consent for two years
until April 21, 2004. The Commission is
particularly interested in comments
addressing the following questions:

(1) Are secure electronic mechanisms
now widely available to facilitate
verifiable parental consent at a
reasonable cost? Please include
comments on the following:

(a) Digital signature technology;
(b) Digital certificate technology;
(c) Other digital credentialing

technology;
(d) P3P technology; and
(e) Other secure electronic

technologies.
(2) Are infomediary services now

widely available to facilitate verifiable
parental consent at a reasonable cost?

(3) Is this proposed extension an
adequate amount of time considering
the current development of secure
electronic mechanisms and/or
infomediary services for obtaining
verifiable parental consent at a
reasonable cost? Please include
comments on the following:

(a) The anticipated availability of
secure electronic mechanisms and/or
infomediary services;

(b) The anticipated affordability of
secure electronic mechanisms and/or
infomediary services; and

(c) The likelihood and timeframe of
consumer adoption of secure electronic
mechanisms and/or infomediary
services.

(4) Should the extension be longer
than two years?

(5) Rather than be extended, should
the sliding scale mechanism be kept in
place indefinitely, until the
development of secure electronic
mechanisms and/or infomediary
services become widely available to
facilitate verifiable parental consent at a
reasonable cost?

(6) What, if any, will be the negative
impact of extending the time period for
the sliding scale mechanism for
obtaining verifiable parental consent?
Please include comments on whether
the extension will serve as a
disincentive for industry to develop
secure electronic mechanisms and/or
infomediary services to facilitate

verifiable parental consent at a
reasonable cost.

List of Subjects in 16 CFR Part 312

Children, Communications, Consumer
protection, Electronic mail, E-mail,
Internet, Online service, Privacy, Record
retention, Safety, Science and
technology, Trade practices, Website,
Youth.

Accordingly, the Federal Trade
Commission proposes to amend 16 CFR
Part 312 as follows:

PART 312—CHILDREN’S ONLINE
PRIVACY PROTECTION RULE

1. The authority citation for part 312
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 15 U.S.C. 6501 et seq.

2. Amend § 312.5 by revising the
second sentence of paragraph (b)(2) to
read as follows:

§ 312.5 Parental consent.

* * * * *
(b) * * *
(2) * * * Provided that: For the period

until April 21, 2004, methods to obtain
verifiable parental consent for uses of
information other than the
‘‘disclosures’’ defined by § 312.2 may
also include use of e-mail coupled with
additional steps to provide assurances
that the person providing the consent is
the parent. * * *
* * * * *

By direction of the Commission.
Donald S. Clark,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 01–27390 Filed 10–30–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6750–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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[FHWA Docket No. FHWA–2000–7799]

RIN 2125–AE79

Design-Build Contracting

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: Correction to notice of proposed
rulemaking.

SUMMARY: This document corrects a
typographical error in the FHWA’s
notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM),
published on October 19, 2001, at 66 FR
53288. The NPRM proposes the
implementation of regulations for
design-build contracting as mandated by
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section 1307(c) of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA–
21). The docket number that appeared
in the heading of the NPRM was
incorrect. This notice provides the
correct docket number regarding the
design-build contracting NPRM as
FHWA–2000–7799.

DATES: Written comments to the NPRM
must be received on or before December
18, 2001. Late comments will be
considered to the extent practicable.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Gerald Yakowenko, Office of Program
Administration (HIPA), (202) 366–1352,
or Mr. Harold Aikens, Office of the
Chief Counsel (202) 366–1373, Federal
Highway Administration, 400 Seventh
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20590.
Office hours are from 7:45 a.m. to 4:15
p.m., e.t., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Electronic Access

An electronic copy of this document
may be downloaded using a modem and
suitable communications software from
the Federal Register Electronic Bulletin
Board Service at (202) 512–1661.
Internet users may reach the Federal
Register’s homepage at: http://
www.nara.gov/fedreg and the
Government Printing Office’s database
at: http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara.

Background

On October 19, 2001, at 66 FR 53288,
the FHWA issued a NPRM regarding the
implementation of regulations for
design-build contracting as mandated by
section 1307(c) of the TEA–21. The
heading of this NPRM inadvertently
referenced an incorrect docket number,
FHWA–2000–7790 (this docket number
references a final rule published by the
Coast Guard). The purpose of this notice
is to correct the docket number for the
design-build contracting NPRM. The
correct docket number for the design-
build contracting NPRM is FHWA–
2000–7799. All written comments
submitted to the docket in response to
the October 19, 2001, NPRM should
reference the correct docket number,
FHWA–2000–7799.

Authority: 23 U.S.C. 315; sec. 1307(c) of
Pub. L. 105–178, 112 Stat. 107 (1998); 49 CFR
1.48.

Issued on: October 26, 2001.

Mary E. Peters,
Federal Highway Administrator.
[FR Doc. 01–27401 Filed 10–26–01; 3:47 pm]

BILLING CODE 4910–22–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 80

[FRL–7095–9]

RIN 2060–AJ76

Prohibition on Gasoline Containing
Lead or Lead Additives for Highway
Use: Fuel Inlet Restrictor Exemption
for Motorcycles

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: Today’s proposed rule
exempts motorcycles with emission
control devices that could be affected by
the use of leaded gasoline from having
to be equipped with gasoline tank filler
inlet restrictors. As before, motorcycles
and other motor vehicles without such
emission control devices are not
required to be equipped with gasoline
tank filler inlet restrictors.

The Clean Air Act and corresponding
EPA regulations prohibit gasoline
containing lead or lead additives
(leaded gasoline) as a motor vehicle fuel
after December 31, 1995. As a deterrent
to misfueling prior to that date, the EPA
regulations required filler inlet
restrictors on motor vehicles equipped
with an emission control device that
could be affected by the use of leaded
gasoline, such as a catalytic converter.
EPA retained that provision after 1995
because the filler inlet restrictor, besides
being a deterrent to misfueling, has also
been incorporated into the design of
some vapor recovery gasoline nozzle
spouts. Gasoline tank filler inlet
restrictors do not work well with most
motorcycle fuel tanks, especially the
saddle type of tank, because of their
shallow depth. A gasoline tank filler
inlet restrictor may cause gasoline
spitback or spillage when a motorcycle
is refueled, which increases evaporative
emissions. Today there is relatively
little risk of misfueling a motorcycle.
Also, it is unlikely that a gasoline tank
filler inlet restrictor on a motorcycle
helps to control gasoline vapors when
the motorcycle is refueled.
DATES: Comments on this proposed rule
must be received in writing by
November 30, 2001.
ADDRESSES: Materials relevant to this
rule are available for inspection in
public docket A-2001–17 at the Air
Docket Office of the EPA, Room M–
1500, 401 M Street, S.W., Washington,
D. C. 20460, (202)260–7548, between
the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.,
Monday through Friday. As provided in

40 CFR part 2, a reasonable fee may be
charged for copying docket material.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Richard Babst at (202) 564–9473,
facsimile: (202) 565–2085, e-mail
address: babst.richard@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: For more
information on this proposal, please see
EPA’s direct final rule published in the
Rules and Regulations section of this
Federal Register which amends the
regulations to exempt motorcycles from
the tank filler inlet restrictor provision
of 40 CFR 80.24(b). The Agency views
this direct final rule as a
noncontroversial action for the reasons
discussed in the Direct Final Rule
published in today’s Federal Register. If
no adverse or critical comments or
requests for a public hearing are
received in response to this proposal, no
further action is contemplated in
relation to this rule. If EPA receives
adverse comments, EPA will withdraw
the direct final rule and it will not take
effect. We will address all public
comments in a subsequent final rule
based on this proposed rule. The EPA
will not institute a second comment
period on this action. Any parties
interested in commenting on this action
should do so at this time.

Administrative Requirements

A. Executive Order 12866

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735 (Oct. 4, 1993), the Agency must
determine whether the regulatory action
is ‘‘significant’’ and therefore subject to
OMB review and the requirements of
the Executive Order. The Order defines
‘‘significant regulatory action’’ as one
that is likely to result in a rule that may:

(1) Have an annual effect on the
economy of $100 million or more, or
adversely affect in a material way the
economy, a sector of the economy,
productivity, competition, jobs, the
environment, public health or safety, or
State, local, or tribal governments or
communities;

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfere with an action taken
or planned by another agency;

(3) Materially alter the budgetary
impact of entitlement, grants, user fees,
or loan programs or the rights and
obligations of recipients thereof; or

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues
arising out of legal mandates, the
President’s priorities, or the principles
set forth in the Executive Order.

It has been determined that this
proposed rule is not a ‘‘significant
regulatory action’’ under the terms of
Executive Order 12866 and is therefore
not subject to OMB review.
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